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SURRENDER 


Save 
men The United States government for many years, while crushing the nation with taxes 
ten #for the ostensible purpose of fighting communism, has been preparing for strategic sur- 
render of this nation to world communist-socialist control — and preparing the public for 
acceptance of the idea. “Strategic” surrender means surrender without a fight, because you 
fear that you could not win if you did fight. ( 


Eisenhower 


On August 5, 1958, Brigadier General Thomas B. Phillips (U.S.A., Retired) wrote an 
article which was published in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, under the headline: QUES- 
TION OF WHEN UNITED STATES SHOULD SURRENDER IN ALL-OUT NUC- 
LEAR ATTACK STUDIED FOR PENTAGON — SCIENTISTS ARE PROCEEDING 
ON ASSUMPTION RUSSIA HAS ACHIEVED, OR IS RAPIDLY GAINING, INTER- 
CONTINENTAL MILITARY SUPERIORITY WITH MISSILES. 


Here are passages from the article: 


“Three non-profit scientific agencies working for the Defense Department or the services 
are making studies as to whether the United States can survive and continue to fight after 
an all-out nuclear attack. One is studying the conditions when surrender would be advis- 
able, rather than to try to continue a war that is already lost.... 

“A straw in the wind, showing the direction of some thinking, is the publication of a 
book Strategic Surrender, by Paul Kecskemeti, Stanford University Press, 1958. The book 
isa Rand Corporation Research study. The Rand Corporation is a non-profit scientific 
agency operated for the Air Force by a group of universities... . 

: pA “ ‘What present weapons portend’, Kecskemeti writes, ‘is an extreme disruptive effect, 
i a: ... points to the possibility of surrender of a different sort: surrender without 
ghting.’ 

“The United States....could have utterly destroyed the Soviet Union a few years ago. 
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“Within the next 3 or 4 years... many 
military officials see the roles reversed, with 
the Soviet Union able to wreak a level of 
destruction with intercontinental missiles so 
high that coordinated activities in the United 
States must largely come to a stop.... 


“In such an eventuality, the consensus is 
that there would be no use in continuing to 
fight. ... 


**The United States will be in mortal danger 
until bombers, fast enough to limit the effec- 
tiveness of hostile air defenses, and thou- 
sands of intercontinental missiles are ready to 
respond to the opponent... .” 


Escchowe: hotly denied the story; and the 
issue was forgotten before the end of 1958. 


But while the official government of the 
United States was denying plans for surrender, 
the real government of our country (the invis- 
ible government: the Council on Foreign 
Relations and the vast network of other tax- 
exempt organizations controlled by the Coun- 
cil through interlocking directorates) was 
confirming and hardening the no-win, sur- 
render policy for the American nation. 


One very influential organization, set up 
by Council on Foreign Relations’ members 
years ago and dominated by CFR members 
ever since, is the National Conference of 
Christians and Jews. The National Conference 
of Christians and Jews, in turn, founded 


World Brotherhood. 


In August, 1958, at the time when Eisen- 
hower was making headlines by saying we 
were not planning anything but victory over 
communism, World Brotherhood held a ‘‘sem- 
inar” in Bern, Switzerland, attended by inter- 
nationalists from all over the world, including 
eight Americans: William Benton, Arthur H. 
Compton, Paul G. Hoffman (now Director of 
Special United Nations Fund for Economic 
Development), Herbert H. Lehman, John J. 
McCloy (now special assistant to President 
Kennedy in charge of disarmament), George 


Meany, Eleanor Roosevelt, Adlai Stevenson 
(now U.S. ambassador to the UN). All of 
these Americans, except Meany and Roos. 
velt, are members of the Council on Foreign 
Relations; and the enormous influence of ll 
of them on governmental policies, past and 
present, is generally known. 


Here is a summary of conclusions reached 
at the August, 1958, World Brotherhood 
seminar: 


We must recognize that the communist 
countries are here to stay and cannot be 
wished away by propaganda. All is not bad 
in communist countries. 
could learn from communist experiments. We 
should study ways to make changes in both 
systems — communist and ours — in order to 
bring them nearer together. We should try to 
eliminate the stereo-type attitudes about, and 
suspicion of, communism. We must assume 
that the communist side is not worse than, but 
merely different from, our side. 


On February 2, 1959, Joseph E. Johnson 
(a member of the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions, who was formerly Chief of the Policy 
Planning Division in the State Department 
and who for several years has been President 
of the Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace) made a speech in New York, saying: 


“From now on, every decision facing the 
United States in this (foreign policy) field 
must be taken in the light of the fact 
that a good part of this country could be 
destroyed.... 


“We must be prepared to fight limited 
wars, limited as to weapons and as to goals, 
to stabilize a situation temporarily, tide things 
over. But victory is no longer possible.” 


Fem April 24 to 30, 1960, a group of 
500 persons (mostly reserve officers) attended 
a national Strategy Seminar held at Asiloma 
Conference Grounds, Monterey Peninsula, 


California, under the sponsorship of the Sixth! 


Page 394 


Western nations|; 


US. 
Nav 
A 
tured 
the 
dep 
natic 
now 
Mart 
assoc 
ford 
Inter 
Jame 
eign 
Fore 
vers! 
expr 
the 
lear 
nucl 
to d 
of 2 
de-e 
that 
sho 
pow 
in 
tow: 
eno 
that 
for 
inary 
Stra 
atel 
supt 
that 
ee 
of 


US. Army, the Western Sea Frontier (U.S. 
Navy), and the Fourth Air Force. 


Among the distinguished persons who lec- 
tured were Walt W. Rostow (a member of 
the Council on Foreign Relations, and now a 
deputy special assistant to the President for 
national security affairs) ; Paul Nitze (a mem- 
ber of the Council on Foreign Relations and 
now Assistant Secretary of Defense); Dr. 
Martin B. Travis (a member of the CFR and 
associate professor of political science at Stan- 
ford University) ; Klaus E. Knorr (Center of 
International Studies, Princeton University) ; 
James King, Jr. (Washington Center of For- 
eign Policy Research, Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity) ; Robert Strausz-Hupe (Director of the 
Foreign Policy Research Institute at the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania). 


The general opinion which these men 
expressed at the Asilomar Conference was that 
the United States cannot possibly win a nuc- 
lear war; that continued attempts to produce 
nuclear superiority will merely spur the Soviets 
to do likewise and thus increase the danger 
of a holocaust; that we should, therefore, 


.}| de-emphasize nuclear weapons on the theory 


that the Soviets will follow our lead; that we 
should build up our conventional military 
power in order to increase our capacity to fight 
in ‘limited wars’; and that we should work 
toward some form of world government strong 


‘| enough to eliminate wars altogether. 


M.. Strausz-Hupe told the conference 


)that national sovereignty is ‘‘an obsolete state 


form” which is a “meaningless distinction” 
inappropriate ““under modern conditions.” 


| Strausz-Hupe recommended that we immedi- 


ately transform the NATO countries into a 
supra-national state, and then work to expand 
that “into a wider union.” 


Weal W. Rostow told the Asilomar Con- 


ference: 


“Those of us who live in the northern half 


of the globe . . . know that .. . the technologi- 
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cal monopoly we now hold will slip away and 
all the values . . . that are rooted in this north- 
ern monopoly will have to be transformed. 
Specifically, we must count on a redistribution 
of power and influence... that will increase 
the relative authority of those who live in the 
south, whose influence on great events has 
hitherto been non-existent or slight. . ...” 


In other words, Rostow said the white 
races, which built modern civilization, must 
accept a shift of power to the colored races 
which contributed little to the civilization 
they are going to take over. Rostow urged 
us to speed the process by giving aid to the 
“southern” people; and he closed his speech 
to the “strategy seminar” with the warning 
that, 


“The role of the United States in determin- 
ing the outcome of the world’s history over 
coming decades will, of course, be marginal, 
and success cannot be assured.” 


P,ul Nitze (now an Assistant Secretary 
of Defense) said to the Asilomar Strategy 
Seminar in April, 1960: 


“In brief, my proposal is... that we accept 
the improbability that we can achieve a true 
Class A nuclear capability... that... the 
aim of our foreign policy is to construct a 
world system compatible with the survival 
and development of nations with purposes like 
ours, and... that a possible route toward the 
aim is a series of unilateral actions designed to 
produce reciprocal action on the part of our 
allies and also on the part of our enemies. 


“The actions I propose are the following: 
(1) that we concentrate on building a variety 
of secure, purely retaliatory systems... (2) 
that... we scrap the fixed-based vulnerable 
systems that have their principal utility as 
components of a Class A capability, (3) that 
we multilaterialize the command of our retal- 
iatory systems by making SAC (the United 
States Strategic Air Command) a NATO com- 
mand, and (4) that we inform the United 
Nations that NATO will turn over ulti- 
mate power of decision on the use of these 
systems to the general assembly of the United 
Nations. ...” 
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Kennedy 


In February, 1961, President Kennedy 
proposed the creation of a worldwide force 
of American-trained guerillas to fight com- 
munists (in limited wars) in faraway places 
anywhere on earth. The force would consist 
of refugees from communist countries, plus 
a few thousand specially trained officers and 
men from the regular United States Army. 
Walt W. Rostow was given responsibility for 
policy decisions with regard to the guerilla- 
force project. 


The Pentagon apparently went to work on 
this project with some enthusiasm — until late 
summer, 1961, when Rostow spoke at the 
Army’s Special Warfare School at Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina, outlining his long-range 
policy. Rostow revealed that he wants to give 
control of this worldwide, American-trained 
guerilla force to some international organiza- 
tion under the United Nations. 


This surrender scheme is now apparently 
stalled by an interdepartmental fight: State 
Department supporting the Rostow surrender 
scheme; regular Army men opposing it. 


In 195 0, General Eisenhower (while Pres- 
ident of Columbia) founded the American 
Assembly. The Assembly holds meetings at 
Arden House in New York City about every 
six months, and other round-table discussions 
at varying intervals throughout the nation. . 


The 19th meeting of the Assembly, which 
ended May 7, 1961, dealt with the problem 
of disarmament. Henry M. Wriston (Presi- 
dent of American Assembly and Director of 
the Council on Foreign Relations) presided 
over the three major discussion groups — each 
group, in turn, under the chairmanship of a 
member of the Council: Raymond J. Sontag, 
of the University of California; Milton Katz, 
director of International Legal Studies at Har- 
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and measures which might give ‘undue 


vard; and Dr. Philip E. Mosely, Director of S 
Studies for the Council on Foreign Relations, Ji9¢0 


John J. McCloy (a member of the CFR), pten 
as President Kennedy’s Director of Disarma- Vasil 
ment, sent three subordinates to participate, [#8 
Two of the three (Edmund A. Gullion, Dep-] |, 
uty Director of the Disarmament Administra- 


tion; and Shepard Stone, a Ford Foundation ne 
official) are members of the CFR. bie 

State: 


Hae are two major recommendations}: “fA 
which the May, 1961, American Assembly [Unio 
meeting made: Sovie 


(1) that the United States avoid weapon; 


provocation” to the Soviets, and which might] 6, 
reduce the likelihood of disarmament agree- bis id 


ments; 


(2) that the United States strengthen its Or 
conventional military forces for participation }publi 
in ‘limited wars’ but avoid building up an{Wast 
ordnance of nuclear weapons. ead: 


“F irst-strike” and “‘second-strike” 
military terms developed in the nuclear age,fray; 
when it is assumed that a sudden “first strike” 
in. a war may be the decisive blow. In building h 
a “first-strike” capability, a nation tries to 
keep itself prepared for a crippling surprise} “T 
attack on a potential enemy, before any decla- 
ration of war and before being hit itself. 


A “second-strike” system is defensive andpor t 
retaliatory, intended for striking back afterf «y 
the nation has already been hit by an aggres- 
sive enemy. A “second-strike” system is not 
considered a means of eventually winning a} 
war, but rather of serving as a deterrent: of 
letting a potential enemy know that even if hefidi 
strikes first and wins, he will be severely hurtffact t 


by “‘second-strike” retaliatory blows. dor 
on it, 


These two military terms are the key to thefto hi 
no-win policy and the strategy of surrenderppMcie 
which United States officialdom has adoptedjr* 


“Seco 


t of Shortly after the elections in November, 
ons. #1960, Walt W. Rostow (who was in Moscow 
R) tending a scientific conference) called on 
’Wyasily V. Kuznetsov, Soviet first deputy for- 
‘ign minister. 

Jep- | In a confidential memorandum to Kennedy, 
tra- IRostow reported on his visit with Kuznetsov, 
tion aying the Soviets do not think Americans 
honestly want disarmament because the United 
States, while talking disarmament, is building 
ions 2 “first-strike”’ capability against the Soviet 
nbly {Union. Rostow recommended that we allay 
Soviet suspicions by de-em phasizing our “‘first- 
trike” defense efforts and by emphasizing a 


“second-strike”’ capability. 


‘ight | On March 28, 1961, President Kennedy sent 
sree defense message to Congress. 


n its} OP March 30, 1961, the Chicago Sun-Times 

tion }published a story by Thomas B. Ross, with a 

p anjWashington dateline, and a headline which 
ead: 


“INSIDE STORY OF A BIG SWITCH: 
atKENNEDY’S DEFENSE STRATEGY 
rs TAILORED TO EASE RED FEARS.” 
rike 
iding M 
r. Ross said: 

‘prise “The similarities in the statements of Ros- 
lecla-jt0w and Mr. Kennedy were no coincidence. 
t is known that large sections of the Presi- 
dent’s defense message were written explicitly 
. andffor the consumption of top Russian officials. 


after “Moreover, on the recommendation of 
gres-Charles E. Bohlen, the State Department’s 
s notfeading expert on Russia, certain communist 
ing 2 thraseology was inserted in the message.... 


t: ff “That much of the defense message was 

‘if hefidirected to the Soviet leaders is evident in the 

-hurtffact that Llewellyn E. Thompson, Jr., ambas- 

dor to Russia, was given a special briefing 

mn it.... The message will now be forwarded 

-o tht#to him in Moscow so he can reassure Soviet 

enderpplticials that the United States is taking care 
pted lot to produce a ‘first-strike’ capability. | 
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“Emphasis on a ‘second-strike’ capability 
ran through all the White House meetings on 
the message. Most of the sessions were directed 
by Mr. Kennedy’s chief aide, Theodore Soren- 
sen, who repeatedly made it clear that the 
President wanted to avoid provocative, offen- 
sive weapons. 


“But there were severe pressures on the 
President to compromise the ‘second-strike’ 
strategy by supporting several of the pet proj- 
ects of Congress, the military services, and 
industry.... 


“Three weapons with powerful congres- 
sional and industrial support are the B-70 
superbomber, the Titan ICBM, and the 
Nike-Zeus antimissile missile....all three 
are viewed as ‘first-strike’ weapons... . 


“The final hard decisions...had to be 
made by the President. ... (who) finally... 
directed (Sorsensen) to cut out all three first- 
strike weapons.” 


Some of the frightful consequences of 
this no-win defense policy have been outlined 
by Brigadier General Bonner Fellers, U.S.A. 
(Retired). 


General Fellers was the United States Mili- 
tary Observer with the British Forces in Africa 
during the great desert campaigns of 1940-42. 


In the Pacific, in 1943-44, General Fellers 
was MacArthur’s Chief of Planning when the 
war turned against the Japanese. The Hollan- 
dia Operation, which broke the back of the 
Japanese in the Southwest Pacific, and in which 
not a single American life was lost in combat, 
was his conception. 


General Fellers says: 


“The only effective free world military 
shield is U.S. nuclear striking power. This is 
the only decisive force which stands between 
freedom and slavery. It is the only military 
force which the Kremlin fears. | 


“Despite these obvious facts, our 1963 
defense budget fails to insure continuance of 
U.S. supremacy in nuclear capability. Instead 


j 


of continuing superior nuclear striking power 
— a wholly inadequate conventional warfare 
capability is gradually to be substituted. This 
conventional warfare program is no threat 
whatsoever to the vast Red Army, submarine 
fleet and air force. Here is the plan as reflected 
in the fiscal year 1963 defense budget: 


“The Minute Man missile production pro- 
gram is to be cut from 600 to 100 a year. The 
mobile (railway) Minute Man production is 
to be cut from 300 to 100. This reduces the 
total production from about 3300 to 900. 


“The B-70 bomber program is being 
reduced to three — more likely to one — 
transport type aircraft with no usefulness 
as a weapon. The B-70 would be the most 
destructive and versatile weapon ever devel- 
oped. In five hours it could find and destroy 
any target, anywhere. Travelling at 2,000 
miles per hour and above 70,000 feet, its 
probability of penetrating enemy defenses is 
9 times that of the B-52. 


‘It has been calculated that were a B-70 
bomber force in existence, it would cost the 
Soviets $40 billion to build a defense 
against it. 


“No more B-52 bombers (the backbone of 
our present striking power) will be built after 
the current contract runs out in 1962. 


*‘No more B-58’s are to be built. 


“The F-108 supersonic fighter production 
was cancelled last year (1960). The F-106 
now in production will be discontinued upon 
completion of the present small contract. 


“The F-100 was scheduled to be retired in 
1965. Now it will be retained until 1970 and 
used for delivery of conventional bombs. 


“Funds for the Dyna-Soar X-15, which has 
already proved that it can orbit and then 
re-enter the atmosphere under manual con- 
trol — an advance over Russian development 
— have been cut from $185 to $65 million. 


*"No more advanced aircraft are to be pro- 
duced. Inferior sub-sonic aircraft will be sub- 
stituted; 585 such craft are to be built. For 
arming them $500 million is to be spent 


annually on old-fashioned conventiong| 
bombs! fovie 

“The atomic warhead production for Nike sik 
missiles is being cut back. 


‘Air Force research and development fo; ly 
fiscal year 1963 is cut in half —a $2 bil. Flyin 
lion cut. Com 


_ 
“Turning from nuclear to conventional brief 


warfare weapons could be suicidal for us. We 

and the free world are not equipped either tf “R 
deter or to win a war against the Soviets with fof Ke 
conventional weapons. On the other hand,|warp 
we can build better planes; we have better}|mph 
trained crews to fly them; we are not com.|cruis 
mitted to a vast land army as is Russia. test 


a consequence, it is readily within our 
capability to create and maintain superior 
nuclear striking forces. 


“Despite these well-known facts, within Sates 
three years, present Pentagon planning will], 
provide almost no new U.S. aircraft or mis. duty 
sile production. By then, and with our grad. anoth 
ual shift from nuclear to conventional capa-jAn / 


bility, we shall be at the mercy of the Kremlin JWash 


“Could it be that we are deliberately per. ials 
mitting our striking power to fall into second 
place? Will we next be told that since the 
Soviets have become stronger and have the 
power to destroy us, our only hope for sur. 
vival is to join a world order? 


“Only the Congress which convenes it 
January, 1962, can correct this alarming sit- 
uation. All funds for the Executive Branch} fron 
should be withheld until a sound defense pro- 
gram is instituted.” of L 


N ote that Charles E. Bohlen and Walt W) ® 
Rostow, who played key roles in formulating 
President Kennedy’s no-win defense policy} he y 
are, like the President himself, members of th 
Council on Foreign Relations. As tl 


Note, also, that while United States off 
cialdom is sabotaging the nation’s hopes of side 
winning any major war with the Soviets, b 
eliminating our ‘first-strike’ capability, thy thes 
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(oviets are concentrating on building a ‘first- 
strike’ system. 


On page 3 of the May, 1961, issue of 
flying (published by Ziff-David Publishing 
Company, One Park Avenue, New York 16, 
New York), there appears the following news 
brief : 


“RUSSIAN NUCLEAR BOMBER: feature 
of Korean underground report on ‘phantom 
warplane’ that (1) can fly an average 2500 
mph with top speed of 3500 mph; (2) can 
cruise, non-stop, for 90 days with first flight 
test running 21 days; (3) can fly at 85,000 


ft.3 (4) can avoid and break through radar 
detection systems... .” 


On October 1, 1961, 75,000 United 


ithin military reserves reported for active 
Ww 

. duty; and Pentagon officials announced that 
mis- 
rad-pnother 82,000 would report by October 15. 
apafin Associated Press story, distributed from 
mlin.JWashington on October 1, quoted “‘high off- 


pals” as saying that President Kennedy had 


“avoided all-out mobilization in the Berlin 
crisis” through fear that “such drastic action 
might jolt the Soviets into unleashing an 
attack.” Here is a passage from the Associated 
Press dispatch: 


‘A main purpose for expanding U.S. armed 
might, officials said, is to lend what they called 
impressive support to U.S. diplomats in nego- 
tiating with the Soviets... .” 


Tk President of the United States wants 
to mobilize enough to impress the Soviets but 
is too afraid of the Soviets to order “all-out 
mobilization!” 


On: October 2, 1961, Hanson W. Baldwin 
reported, in The New York Times, grave 
fear, among European military men, that the 
United States’ new program of de-emphasizing 
nuclear weapons for the American Air Force 
will cripple our air power, to the point of leav- 
ing us inferior and virtually helpless in the 
face of known Soviet air power. 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 
Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 


In 1941, he joined the faculty at Harvard as a Teaching Fellow in English, doing graduate work for the degree 
of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of American Civilization. 


In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a half 
years, he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following that, 


| he was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J. Edgar Hoover. 


After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. 
As the radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience 


giving both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the 
side that uses fundamental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. 


If you believe that Dan Smoot is providing effective tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 


the side of freedom, you can help immensely by subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan 


Smoot Report. 
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Our Danger and Our Hope 


Ass General Fellers points out, it is suicidal 
for America to do what we are now doing — 
de-emphasizing nuclear weapons and building 
up conventional military forces. 


We cannot match the communist nations 
in manpower or “conventional military 
forces” and should not try. Our only hope is 
to keep our military manpower in reserve, and 
uncommitted, in the United States, while 
building an overwhelming superiority in nuc- 
lear weapons. When we strengthen our con- 
ventional forces for participation in limited 
wars, we are leaving the Soviets with the initia- 
tive to say when and where those wars will be 
fought; and we are committing ourselves to 
fight with the kind of forces in which the 


Soviets will inevitably have superiority. Mor 
than that, we are consuming so much of oy 
economic resources that we do not have enough 
left for weaponry of the kind that woulj 
defend our homeland. 


And, as General Fellers points out, our hoy 
for survival lies in the Congress — the on 
which reconvenes next month, and the ney 
one which we will elect next year. 


Hope of the World 


Ou regular Christmas issue, ““The Hop 
of The World,” dated December 18, 1961, 
is already off the press and available for thoy 
who want to buy quantities to use as Chris. 
mas greetings. Our regular reprint price, 
shown at the bottom of page 393, apply. 


For prices on single and multiple copies of this Report, see bottom of the first page. How mas 
people do you know who should read this Report? 


DAN SMOOT, 
P. O. Box 9538, Lakewood Station 
Dallas 14, Texas 
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